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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

This Office Action is in response to arguments filed on 1 1/2/05. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 6-8 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 12/16/05 was 
filed after the mailing date of the Non-Final Action mailed on 6/22/05. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the 
information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

The examiner notes that the Japanese Document 53-084619 has not 
been considered since it did not have a translation. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 3-5 which were allowed in the previous Office Action submitted on 
6/22/05 is maintained as allowable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 

1 . Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based 
on a disclosure which is not enabling. The process for determining an angle 
of polarization plane is critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but 
not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re 
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Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). The preamble of 
claims 6 and 8 recite, "...determining an angle of polarization plane from a 
vertical plane or a horizontal plane in a radio LAN master station system..." 
however the body of the claim only recites, "selecting one of a horizontal 
polarization and a vertical polarization of each antenna, so that interference of 
said antenna is the smaller", the limitations in the body of both claims make 
no connection as to how the selection of a polarization of each antenna 
results in the determination of an angle of polarization which. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

• Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative 
relationships of elements, such omission amounting to a gap between 
the necessary structural connections. See MPEP § 2172.01. The 
omitted structural cooperative relationships are: the limitations in the 
body of both claims make no connection as to how the 
selection/determination of a polarization of each antenna (in body of 
claims) results in the determination of an angle of polarization (in 
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preamble). The examiner is confused as to how selecting one of a 
horizontal polarization and a vertical polarization of each antenna, so 
that interference of said antenna is the smaller results in determining 
an angle of polarization plane as stated in the preamble. 

• Claim 6 recites the limitation "the smaller" in line 7. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The examiner notes 
that the applicant most likely meant to say, "...that interference of said 
antenna is smaller", and however even if this were the case, the 
examiner is confused as to what the interference is smaller than. 

• Claim 7 recites the limitation "said antenna" in line 6. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The 
examiner notes that a plurality of antennas was recited however the 
limitation "said antenna" is geared towards only one antenna. The 
examiner is confused about where in the limitations a single antenna 
was identified such that "...interference in said antenna is a 
minimum;...". 

• The term "small" in claim 8 line 7 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "small" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite 
degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. The examiner is unclear as to 
what small really means in context with the claim. What does it mean 
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to say the interference is small? The examiner asks the question 
smaller than what? 

The examiner will examine the claims to the best of his understanding of the 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shapira et al (U.S. Pub. 2003/0162566 A1) in view of Garrison (U.S. 
Pub. 2004/0063433 A1). 

Regarding Claim 6, Shapira teaches a radio LAN master station 
( Par.5:1-2 ) comprising; a transceiver ( Fiq.4A ). a plurality of directivity 
antennas directed to each specific directions ( Par.5:2 and Fiq.3B ). a 
power distributor coupling said antennas with said transceiver ( Fiq.4A. 
splitter ), however Shapira is silent on selecting one of a horizontal 
polarization and a vertical polarization of each antenna, so that 
interference of said antenna is the smaller. 

Garrison teaches selecting one of a horizontal polarization and a 
vertical polarization of each antenna ( Par.68:5-13. Par. 70:7-10. Par.75.10- 
20. and Fiq.6B. it is obvious one antenna is set (i.e. selected) to be 



Application/Control Number: 10/083,508 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2688 

horizontal/vertical polarization and the adjacent antennas are set (i.e. 
selected) to be orthogonal i.e. opposite of what the adjacent antenna is ), 
so that interference of said antenna is the smaller ( Par.68;7-9 and 
Par.70;7-10, polarizations are set to minimize interference ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to 
modify Shapira, such that the interference of said antenna is the smaller 
by selecting one of a horizontal polarization and a vertical polarization of 
each antenna, to provide a method of making sure the horizontal and 
vertical polarization can be interspersed within each cell to provide for 
greater isolation between signals, resulting in a further reduction of 
interference and provision of the best service to the users within the 
service area.. 

Regarding Claim 8, Shapira teaches a radio LAN master station 
( Par.5:1-2 ) comprising; a transceiver ( Fig.4A ), a plurality of directivity 
antennas directed to each specific directions ( Par.5:2 and Fig.3B ), a 
power distributor coupling said antennas with said transceiver ( Fig.4A, 
splitter ), however Shapira is silent on (a) the antennas being classified 
into groups each having a plurality of antennas, so that interference 
between adjacent groups is small; (b) determining a polarization plane of a 
first antenna in a first group; (c) determining a polarization plane of a 
second antenna in a first group, said second antenna locating adjacent to 
said first antenna, so that a polarization plane of said second antenna is 
orthogonal to a polarization plane of said first antenna; (d) repeating said 
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step (c) for other antennas; and (e) repeating said steps (b) and (c) for the 
antennas in other groups. 

Garrison teaches (a) the antennas being classified into groups each 
having a plurality of antennas, so that interference between adjacent 
groups is small ( Par.70;1-10 and Fig.6B. as can be seen from the figure 
adjacent sectors have opposing polarizations where polarizations are 
vertical or horizontal (Par.68;7-13) ); (b) determining a polarization plane of 
a first antenna in a first group ( Par.68:5-13. Par.70:7-10. Par.75: 10-20, 
and Fig.6B, it is obvious the polarization of one antenna is determined to 
be horizontal/vertical polarization and the adjacent antennas are set (i.e. 
selected) to be orthogonal, i.e. opposite of what the adjacent antenna is ); 
(c) determining a polarization plane of a second antenna in a first group, 
said second antenna locating adjacent to said first antenna, so that a 
polarization plane of said second antenna is orthogonal to a polarization 
plane of said first antenna ( Par. 68:5-1 3, Par. 70:7-10, Par.75: 10-20, and 
Fig.6B, it is obvious the polarization of one antenna (i.e. first antenna) is 
determined to be horizontal/vertical polarization and the adjacent 
antennas (i.e. second antenna) polarization is determined to be opposite 
of what the first antenna is ): (d) repeating said step (c) for other antennas; 
and (e) repeating said steps (b) and (c) for the antennas in other groups 
( Par.75: 10-Par. 76:4, to the examiner it is obvious that the adjustment of 
the polarization of other antennas in the network is performed to minimize 
co-channel interference between sectors of cells and adjacent cells ). 
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To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to 
modify Shapira, such that the interference of said antenna is the smaller 
by selecting one of a horizontal polarization and a vertical polarization of 
each antenna, to provide a method of making sure the horizontal and 
vertical polarization can be interspersed within each cell to provide for 
greater isolation between signals, resulting in a further reduction of 
interference and provision of the best service to the users within the 
service area. 

4. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shapira et al (U.S. Pub. 2003/0162566 A1) and Garrison (U.S. Pub. 
2004/0063433 A1) in further view of Ma et al (U.S. Patent 4801940). 

Regarding Claim 7, Shapira teaches a radio LAN master station 
( Par.5;1-2 ) comprising; a transceiver ( Fig.4A ), a plurality of directivity 
antennas directed to each specific directions ( Par.5:2 and Fig.3B ), a 
power distributor coupling said antennas with said transceiver ( Fig.4A, 
splitter ), however Shapira is silent on rotating a polarization plane of each 
antenna so that interference in said antenna is a minimum; and 
determining an angle of polarization plane which provides said minimum 
interference. 

Garrison teaches rotating a polarization plane of each antenna so 
that interference in said antenna is a minimum ( Par.75; 10-20 and 
Par.76:1-4. the polarization between pairs of opposing sectors within a cell 
have been swapped, i.e. rotated 90 degrees to reduce interference ): 
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Ma teaches an antenna mounted on an earth station (i.e. master 
station) determining an angle of polarization plane which provides said 
minimum interference ( Col. 10:4-10 and Col. 12:48-52 ). The examiner 
notes that Ma teaching is geared towards antennas for TVRO systems, 
however Ma teaching is nevertheless teaching manipulation of antennas 
in a master station (i.e. earth station) to reduce the interference, which is 
what is going on in the immediate claim. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to 

* 

modify Shapira and Garrison, such that rotating a polarization plane of 
each antenna so that interference in said antenna is a minimum; and 
determining an angle of polarization plane which provides said minimum 
interference, to provide a method of minimizing co-channel interference 
between the sectors of the cells and neighboring cells in a network to 
provide the best service to the users within the service area. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Wesley L. Kim whose telephone number is 
571-272-7867. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 
9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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